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Business In Nebraska 
University oj Nebraska News Number 2.76. Sept ember 1967 
Vol. 41 No. 5 
I'RE I' ,\R [ n U\ ' Ti l E IIl' R L\U Of n \JS HO:SS R ESL\ R C H . COLLEGE OF IH IS ItO: SS ,\lHIINI ST R ,\T IO N 
NEBRASKA'S CHANGING FARMS 
Farm production i& a. major contributor to Neb raska' s economy. poultry product • . 
Cash receipts from sale. by producers of crop. livestock. and 
poultry products averaged 1.365 million dollars per year for the 
five yeu period 1962.-1966. Nebraska farmers had average ex -
penses of I , L67 million dollars a year during the aame period 
Changes in Nebraska '. ~ Industry 
The data recently ... "' Ieased in the 196 4 Census of Agriculture 
indicate important changes for Nebra.ka'.~indu.try .1 
Six economic size cliuaea are used in the census to claaaify 
for fuel • • fleda. fe r tilizer, interest. taxes. and other production commercial farms by the value of thei r product sales. The dis -
expenses . The investment in land , buildings, machinery. and irri- tribution of commercial farms for Nebr.uka and percentage com-
gation systems is also sil.,eable. The 1964 ~ £! Agriculture parisons of farm numben and (arm product sales (or 1959 and 
reports the value of land and buildings on farms in the state at 1964 are shown in Table I . In 1964. about ZO percent o( t he (arms 
$5.Z billion. in the s tate were cla ned as Clan I and Clan II farms (sa le. o ( 
The intent of this article is: (I) to discun briefly some of the $ZO,OOO Or more) . T he s e farms accounte d for 6Z percent of the 
important c hanges in Nebraska's farm industry. (2:) to compare value o f all product sales. In 1959. 14 percent of aLI farms were 
operational and o ther characteristics of farming with the nonfarm Clan I and Clals II farms . These farms a ccounted for a bout 50 
firm's production of goods and services , (3) to point out some of percent of the sales . The value of products so ld by Class I and 
the changu in management and in the use of technology on fa rms Clan II farms incre ased by 38 percent for the five -year period, 
and (4) to indicate some of the agricultural policy implicat ions whereas the increase in sales for all farms was only II percent . 
r ela ted to these changes . In an article of this length the treatment In 1964,46 perce nt of the farms (Classes I , 11 and ill) sold 84 per-
must necenarily be incomplete . cent of the to tal value o f a ll farm products sold; in 1959.39 per-
The following terms are deHned for clarity purposes: 
E.!.!..!:!! 2.! ~: A p r oduction firm which USeS land, 
labor, capital. and management in the creation of Un-
processed crop, live s tock, or poultry products. 
Industry: A group of firms wit h similar production char-
acteristics which produce similar products . 
~ Industry: The total of all farm Or ranch firms. 
Nonfarm Indus t ry: Those firms t hat produce goods and 
services other than unprocessed crop, livestOCk, Or 
cent of t he farms sold 71 percent of the total. Clan I farms had 
a n average value o f products sold per farm of $110,019 in 1964 as 
compared wi t h $95,096 in 1959 . For the other !ize c1anes, the 
average value of producta sold per farm was about the Same in 
1964 as in 1959 . 
The percentage of farms c1aued (Continued on page 4) 
IData from the 1964 Census!?l Agriculture previously presente d 
in these pages Were taken fr om the preliminary report. The 
final report for Nebraska was published this mont h and is for 
sale by the Superintendent o f Document s for $Z.50. -- Editor 
TABLE , 
NUMBERS A ND PRODUCT SALES OF NEBRASKA COMMERCLAL FARMS BY ECONOMIC SIZ.E CLASS. 1964 AND 1959 
1964 Z , '59' 
F a rm Percent P r oduct Percent Farm Percent Product Percent 
Economic Size Ciani Numbers o f All Sales of All Numbers of All Sales of All 
Farms (Millions) Farms Fa rms (Millions) Farms 
Clau I ($ 40 , 000 or more) 4.904 .. , $540 40.1 3,758 
'" 
$358 2:9.9 
Cia .. 11 ($ZO,OOO t o $39,999) 10,766 13.4 
'" 
ZI.9 9,OO Z 9.9 
." ZO.5 Clau Ilf($IO,OOO to $19,999) ZO,993 Z6.3 ". 2.2. . Z 
2.2.,817 25.Z 'ZI Z6.8 
Clau IV ($5 ,000 to $9,999) 20,130 Z5 .1 ,<8 I L.1 26,50Z Z9 . 3 '99 16.6 
Cla s s V ($2 , 500 to $4,999) I I, 32.Z 14.1 
" 
, .  15,Z58 16 . 9 59 '.9 
Cia .. VI ($50 to $Z,499)4 3,ZZ9 '.0 5 •• 3,513 '.9 • 0 . 5 Tbtal 71,344 89.0 $ 1, 32.3 98.9 80,850 89.4 $1,188 99.Z 
IPart-t ime, retire ment, Indian reservat ion, institution, and other "abnormal " farms are 0"' inc luded in the six economic 
size classes. 
Z I964 percentages computed using bases of total farms (80,163) and total product lalel (51, 334 million) for aU farms . 
3 1959 percentages computed using bases of total farms (90,475) and total p roduct sales ($ 1, 198 million) for all farms. 
"Operator under 65 years of a ge and worked off the farm leIS than 100 days. 
Source: United State~ Censup 2L" 8i1: ricultur!i;. 1959 and 1964. 
M E A s u R N G N E 8 R A s K A 8 u s N E s s 
-Business Summa ry_ clines in construction activity and newspaper advertising. Retail sales for the state in July managed to show a 3.7"/0 in-
June's dollar volume of business in Nebraska was down 1.8% crease over July, 1966, following the declines experienced last 
from June, 1966 and down 0.8% from May, 1967. The U.S. dollar month. Seasonally adjusted retail sales increased 3.2% from June, 
volume was up 7.6% from June, 1966 and up 3.0% from May, 1967. 
The physical volume for Nebraska remained steady showing only 
a 0.4% increase from a year ago while the U.S. increased 4.6% in 
the same period. The physical volume for both Nebraska and the 
U.S. increased 1.5% from May, 1967. Construction activity and 
retail sales were the on ly two indicators in Nebraska declining 
1 967 . In many instances the hard goods sales remained down 
from year-ago levels with the increases in 50ft goods offsetting 
enough to show increases in total sales. Eleven cities declined 
from July, 1966, and eleven had increases. Beatrice, with a 20.9% 
increase, showed the greatest change. 
Unadjusted city indexes r ose in ten cities over June, 1966. The 
from year-ago levels. F o r this same period the U .S. showed de- state index was 2.4% above June, 1966, leve ls . 
All figures on this page are adjusted for seasonal changes, which means that the month-to-month ratios are relative to the normal 
or expected changes . Figures in Chart I (except the first line) are adjusted where appropriate for price changes. Gasoline sales 
for Nebraska are for road use only ; for the United States they are production in the previous month. E. L. BURGESS 
I. NEB R ASK A and the U NIT E D 5 TAT E 5 II. PHYSICAL VOLUME 
I==============================================~======~~~====================~ OF BUSINESS 
JUN _ Nebr. 
c::::::::I U.S. 
ss Indicators 
Dollar Volume of Business 
Physical Volume of Business 
Ba-;.k deh1t;-(che-ckS,-e"t"cY-
Construction activity 
Retail sale s 
Lif;in~;;;a;;e-safes-----
Cash farm marketings 
Electricity produced 
Newspaper advertising 
Manufacturing employment 
. 'Other employment 
Gasoline sales 
% Change from 
1948 Average 
% Change from 
Preceding Month 
% of 1948 Average 
20 
Month 
June 
July 
Aug. 
Sept. 
Oct. 
Nov. 
Dec. 
fllllIIIII.,._.i~ Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar . 
Apr. 
May 
June 
U.S. 
1966-67 
209.9 
210.5 
208.4 
208 .6 
209.2 
207.3 
209.6 
213.4 
214.6 
216.3 
217.6 
216.2 
219 .5 
III. RETAIL SALES for Selected Cities. Total, Hard Goods, and Soft Goods Stores. Hard Goods include automobile, building 
material, furniture, hardware, equipment. Soft Goods include food, gasoline, department, clothing, and miscellaneous stores. 
JUL 
103.2 
93 93.4 94 .5 92.5 92.4 
82 100. 6 100.4 100.7 97.4 
34 109 .5 9 1.0 126.2 122.8 
32 88.4 82.4 93.6 108.5 
21 86.5 72.2 96.5 95 .8 
IV. RETAIL SALES, Other Cities and Rural Counties 
JUL 
Locality 
Kearney 18 101.3 115. 9 
Alliance 30 92.6 104.6 
Nebraska City 20 108.3 101.7 
Broken Bow 18 101.1 123 . 2 
Falls City 17 95 .9 107.2 
Holdrege 19 104 .2 98.6 
Chadron 28 99.4 97. 3 
Beatrice 23 120. 9 133. 8 
idney 23 93.1 121. 7 
o. Sioux City 15 108.2 104. 3 
11 102 .2 120 . 1 
25 11 2.8 107 .2 
14 105.6 10 9 . 8 
26 91.0 97. 9 
odge*** 12 119.1 135.5 
ranklin 10 99.0 110.4 
olt 15 106.0 112. 3 
aunders 16 95.7 118.0 
hayer 10 98.7 98.2 
isc. Counties 59 106.5 114.7 
L "'- -_.- - ~h ", ......... ~ ....... ~ <::"ho ... irl:l n r:nl1ntipc: 
Fremont 31 
Fairbury 25 
Norfolk 33 
Scotts bluff 3 1 
Columbus 27 
McCook 19 
York 31 
ent\~. > ~e 
a t~~r.:,Ago 
Hard Soft . 
. ,Goods GOOdl( 
111.3 102.6 
113 .0 10 3. 7 
88.7 99.4 
89. 1 101. 9 
100.3 117.0 
92.7 102 .6 
79.4 96.9 
PerCent of .. 
F':i"eceding 
Month 
Total 
106.4 
110 .6 
108.8 
98.5 
98.0 
104. 1 
95.7 
V. RETAIL SALES, by Subgroups, for the State and Major Divisions 
JUL 
Type of Store 7' 
,Ty,o 
ALL STORES*':":":' 103.7 96.4 110.7 
Sele cted Se rvice s 95.9 98 .8 100.1 
Food stores 108.1 98.6 109.7 
Groceries and meats 113.2 94.3 118.6 
Eating and drinking pl. 101.7 107.3 97.9 
Dairies and other foods 96.9 98.3 9 1. 9 
Equipment 90 .2 87 . 9 92.7 
Building mate rial 97.0 108.0 93. 8 
Hardware dealers 84.9 71.9 84.0 
Farm equipment 96.9 78.6 92.2 
Home equipment 84.2 80.4 100. 3 
Automotive stores 97. 7 99 .0 96 .9 
Automotive dealers 97.4 98.2 97.5 
Se rvice stations 99.5 102.2 96.3 
Miscellaneous stores 97.7 95.5 99.0 
General merchandise 90.1 84.9 93.2 
Variety stores 95.1 96 .3 94.8 
Apparel stores 98.3 94. 7 101.6 
Luxury goods stores 99.9 100.9 99.8 
Drug stores 99 .0 97.8 100. 6 
Other s t o r es 121.8 120.4 122.7 
~~:,:ol,o:CN()t ; n r. 1n " Sel e cted S v 
M E A S u R N G N E BRA S K A B U s N E s s 
U.5. __ _ 
NEBR. _ 
170 
150 
Figures on this page are not adjusted for seasonal changes nor for price changes. Building activity includes the effects of past 
as well as present building permits, on the theory that not all building is completed in the month the permit is issued. E. L. B. 
VI. CITY BUSINESS INDICATORS 
115.2 116.5 103.7 90.6 93.0 90.2 113.8 
99.5 62.5 120.9 75.5 97.5 309.3 NA 
114.1 132.9 93.4 90.7 90.3 94.9 110.4 
Lincoln 108.1 158.8 100.6 91.2 87.6 87.1 134.0 
Grand Island 110.3 151.7 109.5 90.8 108.4 89.4 113.4 
Hastings 88.4 122.9 88.4 74.3 103.0 78.5 97.2 92.7 
Tremont 105.6 105.9 106.6 95.5 NA 89.5 92.9 NA 
North Platte 95.4 76.8 86.5 93.3 106.5 78.4 192.0 90.5 
Kearney 107.6 42.4 101.3 92.8 103.8 78.5 92.6 NA 
Scottsbluff 123.6 182.9 96.0 101.8 121.5 95.2 91.8 87.2 
Norfolk 110.0 71.5 94.4 92.6 108.4 105.4 88.8 100.3 
Columbus 105.7 NA 109.1 97.6 118.6 81.4 100.8 99.3 
McCook 88.0 46.7 97.5 87.0 124.4 NA 73.5 102.3 
98.9 390.2 93.1 89.2 100.0 NA 71.8 NA 
NA 54.3 92.6 71.4 132.0 78.8 l30:0 101.4 
107.3 166.1 108.3 86.1 80.4 91.3 116.8 NA 
115.0 58.7 108.2 98.7 112.7 NA 83.2 NA 
106.4 145.3 84.5 123.7 113.8 108.1 106.2 
116.6 97.7 95.9 90.7 86.2 96.6 92.5 117.3 
84.9 58.8 108.7 78.9 NA 86.3 90.5 71.2 
NA 159.6 104.2 92.7 100.0 134.5 116.2 NA 
NA 114.7 99.4 118.6 101.7 67.2 104.6 NA 
96. 38.4 101.1 86.7 108.6 80.7 104.1 
JUL 
105.1 101.7 101.5 113.0 88.7 148.8 104.2 
Beatrice 107 .. 6 103.4 130.8 95.0 74.6 80.4 93.7 
Omaha 97.9 89.'9 91.2 Ill. 3 95.4 133.6 86.5 
98.8 145.5 96.1 118.0 89.0 157.2 109.8 
94.2 84.2 121.4 127 .4 61.1 144.8 106.9 
88.1 170.5 107.2 118.9 81.7 144.4 94.9 84.7 
95.3 106.2 104.9 106.8 NA 164.4 97.0 NA 
92.0 84.5 94.4 97.4 61.0 179.3 139.9 84.9 
81.2 104.7 114.7 85.2 58.5 189.0 91.6 NA 
94.1 113.7 97.1 127.0 62.0 244.7 113.3 97.1 
118.9 99.7 107.1 121.9 95.2 179.5 92.4 98.9 
92.3 NA 96.6 121.5 112.7 188.9 102.0 92.9 
92.1 78.7 102.3 106.3 91.9 NA 105.8 95.0 
94.9 137.0 119.1 107.8 53.8 72.3 118.7 NA 
NA 88.6 102.8 195.0 43.9 289.9 263.3 85.9 
89.4 105.0 100.0 103.1 77 .1 90.3 65.8 NA 
96.3 78.1 102.8 104.9 51.7 NA 94.3 NA 
92.5 105.2 94.5 164.9 137.6 162.6 106.2 
118.0 200.0 105.6 142.5 95.2 177.0 62.8 98.5 
92.7 148.4 108.4 129.8 NA 169.5 55.9 90.9 
88.7 80.8 97.3 97.3 70.3 77.2 97.8 NA 
101.0 147.0 96.1 99.5 62.1 189.6 130.6 NA 
Broken Bow 95.3 51.5 121.5 110.9 64.9 162.2 99.1 102.4 
TABLE II 
NEBRASKA FARM 'SIZE AND INVESTMENT , 1964 AND 1959 
Item 1964 1959 % 
Change 
Number of Farm s 80,163 90,475 -11 
Class I and Cla!fs II Farmsl 15,670 12,760 +23 
Class III and Class ·IV Farms 2 41,123 49,319 -17 
Land Area in Farms (Million Acres) 47.8 47.fl 
Average Size of Farm (Acres) 596.2 527.8 +13 
Number of Farms 
2,000 Acres and Over 3,429 3,226 + 6 
Average Vaiue Land and 
Buildings: Per Farm $65,268 $46,796 +39 
Per Acre $109 $88 +24 
ties of capital used by Nebraska farms are equal to or greater than 
those of nonfarm firms generating similar volumes of business. 
On the othe r hand, economic outcomes are inte rpreted differ-
ently. In most cases the farmer does not pay himself and his 
family wages in the bookkeeping sense for labor and management 
services. The returns to these resources are usually computed 
as residual returns along with returns to the capital owned by the 
family after the other production expenses have been deducted. On 
the other hand, nonfarm firms view their residual returns above 
all wages, salaries, and other production expenses as "profits." 
Other important differences between farm and nonfarm firms 
~ __________________________________ -L ________ -L ________ ~ ______ -i are summarized below: 
Ilncludes farms with annual product sales of $20,000 and over. 
2Includes farms with annual product sales of $5,000 to $19,999. 
Source : United States Census of Agriculture, 1959 and 1964. 
(Continued fr om first page) as Class I, Class II, and Class 
III farms increased during the five year, 1959-1964, period while 
the percentage of Class IV and Class V farms decreased. The 
percentage of farms in Class VI remained about the same. 
The data in Table II include 1964 and 1959 numerical and per-
centage comfElrisons for selected farm size and investment items. 
The increase of 23 percent in farms with annual product sales of 
$20,000 and over and the decrease of 17 percent for farms with 
$5,000 to $19,999 annual sales are some of the important changes 
shown in this table . From a farm management viewpoint, farms 
with annual product sales of $20,000 and over are of sufficient 
size to permit r esources and current technology to be combined 
efficiently. Assuming that about 20 to 30 percent of product sales 
is net farm income, the returns to investment, operator, and un-
paid family labo r and management for a farm with $20,000 annual 
product sales would be from $4,000 to $6,000. These figures do 
not include farm -related government payments o r any allowance 
for the value of housing provided by farm dwellings and farm prod-
ucts consumed in farm households. 
A disparity exists in the returns going to farm as compared with 
nonfarm resources such as those being used in manufacturing. 
With present price -cost relationships one cannot generalize and 
Some Differences in Farm and Nonfarm Firm Production 
in Nebraska 
Characte ristic 
*Primary Production 
Forces 
*Production Control 
*Effects of Weather 
*Soil Quality 
*Machines 
*Production and 
Homes 
*Number of Firms 
per Industry 
IFarm 
Production 
Largely biological 
Less control; slow 
rate of change 
Important 
Important 
Mostly mobile 
Closely related 
Many 
Nonfarm 
Production 
Me chanical and 
chemical 
Considerable control 
by regulating labor 
and machine s; rapid 
change 
Little importance 
Not important 
Mostly stationary 
Unrelated 
Few 
A special feature of the economic environment in which farmers 
operate is the inelasticity of demand for their products, a feature 
which they share, of cour5e, with firms in other primary produc-
tion industries, such as mining for example. The demand for 
products at the farm gate is very inelastic, which means that a 
given percentage change in supply will generate a proportionally 
greater change in price received, everything else remaining the 
same. Increases in total production, everything else being the 
same, can thus generate decreases in total income , and vice versa, 
for the farm industry as a whole. 
Changes ~ Management ~ Technology 
Today's farmer runs a larger business than did his father, and 
say either that "all" farm firms are doing poorly or that all are with little more, or perhaps even less, labo r. He is ingenious in 
doing well economically. A dis parity also exists within farming in 
terms of variation in income for similar sizes and types of farms. 
It is quite certain, however, that most commercial farms with 
less than $20,000 annual product sales are having considerable 
difficulty making satisfactory levels of net farm income for family 
liv ing, reinv estment, and for developing the business. 
The data shown in Tables I and II represent changes over a rela-
tively short time period but are indicative of some of the longer 
run trends related to Nebraska's farm industry. These trends are 
briefly summarized as follows: 
* Farm numbers continue to decline. 
* The capital investment per farm is increasing. 
* The total land area in farms remains about the same. 
,~ Farms are increasing in size in terms of acres and more 
significantly in terms of the value of products sold per farm. 
~ ~ Nonfarm Firms Compared 
Farms are like nonfarm firms in some respects but they also 
substituting capital, in the form of machines and equipment, for 
labor. H e utilizes larger quantities of borrowed capital, and bor-
rowing is regarded as a permanent arrangement--as a continuing 
source of capital, rather than as a stop-gap measure. He regards 
his lbcal banker and other creditors as participants in his busi-
ness. 
Today's farmer is more specialized; he has become more con-
scious of the effect of volume on costs per unit of output; his ma-
chinery is more specialized. Rather than diversifying as a means 
of reducing risk, he tries to operate flexibly, adjusting his crop 
and livestock enterprises in response t o changing price-cost con-
ditions . He tries to be opportunistic , capitalizing on favorable 
conditions of weather and price when they present themselves, and 
cutting his losses in the face of adversity. 
With the increase in the amount of technical knowledge avail-
able, the task that today's farmer faces in keeping informed is 
exhibit some important differences. These differences sometimes much greater than in the past. He spends more time in keeping 
make comparison difficult. 
Farms are like nonfarm firms in their managerial requirements. 
The management methods currently used on many Nebraska farms 
informed and relies on a variety of sources for his information. 
Not only does the modern farmer have to be a decision-maker, but 
he is an applied scientist as well. Probably no other small busi-
are similar to those used by nonfarm firms . Likewise, the quanti- nessman i s faced with the same variety and volume of technical in-
-4-
,tion to be assimilated and assessed for possible application. will be college graduates. These farms will use much more cap-
farmer of today is interested in new managerial tools. Elec- ital, including borrowed capital. Investments in land, buildings, 
; farm accounting provides him with specific information and machines will probably average $200,000 for Nebraska farms 
his farm--inventories, income and expense records, produc- by 1980 with investments of $500,000 common. This will vary by 
ecords, depreciation records, and tax records. With such type of farm. Along with changing family farms, there will be an 
~ation he can analyze his business as a whole, or the results 
individual enterprises. Linear programming enables him 
,lyze alternative courses of action in terms of alternative 
)rises, or with respect to such things as feed mixes and fer-
r programs. 
increase in operating efficiency of farmers during the past 
,ars has been impressive. For example, the output per hour 
'iculturallabor has increased by 2 1/2 times during the past 
increase in the number of large-scale, factory-farms. Advances 
in the control of farm production processes and favorable return 
expectations on capital will result in increased interest in factory-
farm operation. 
Despite the optimism which has been expressed by some people 
during the past year (before the price drops of last spring), we 
still have surplus productive capacity on farms and will continue 
to have in 1980. Surplus capacity means the capability of produc-
irs. The output per aggregate input has increased 40 per- ing products in quantities which depress prices below levels that 
These increases in efficiency have been made possible by provide acceptable returns to resources, or acceptable net farm 
new technologies which have become available during this incomes. 
1. Hybrid corn was a spectacular development; a newcomer Because of this great productive capacity and the efficiency of 
~en hybrid sorghum. Larger, more powerful tractors enable farm production, consumers have enjoyed food at reasonable cost; 
,rs to cover acres faster in tillage and harvesting operations. consumer expenditures for food dropped from 26 percent of dis-
,izers, insecticides, herbicides, and feed additives have come posable income in 1947 to 18.2 percent in 1966. At the same time, 
eneral use. Push-button feed mixing and distribution have the farm production machine has been kept at less than full throttle 
ed labor and increased the number of cattle a man can han- by the various production-control policy programs that have been 
a feed lot. Crop-drying equipment and new machines for in operation. Economic research has indicated that in the absence 
~ harvesting have speeded up operations and have given the of such programs net farm income would now be 30 percent less 
'r' greater cont,rol over time schedules, as well as quality. --the effect of modest increases in production in the face of an 
,otics have reduced livestock and poultry losses. These ex- inelastic demand. 
's represent the biological and physical bases for the scientif- With chronic overcapacity, it is likely that we will continue to 
'olution which has taken place in farming since World War II. have some type of farm program aimed at some dampening of pro-
~ Prospects and ~ Policy Implications duction when coordination of supply with demand is needed, and at 
Lt are the prospects for farm output in the future? This is the support of farm income. It is also likely that the debate on 
• a matter of future demand. A small part of the increased the desirable nature of such a farm program will continue. 
ld will come from increased consumer income; another par-
,ill come from increased exports. Most of the increased 
~d will come from increased population in the U. S. There 
,wever, ample productive capacity in the farm industry to 
increases in consumption of farm products in the foreseeable 
We can expect farm output in Nebraska to be 50 percent 
r in 1980 than it was in 1960. 
, will this output be generated? Most of it will come from in-
es in output per acre of land and per head of livestock, i. e., 
increased efficiency. Having accounted for this increase in 
HOWARD W. OTTOSON" 
GLEN J. VOLLMAR" 
"Dr. Ottoson is Director of the Nebraska Agricultural Experiment 
Station and Dr. Vollmar is Chairman of Agricultural Economics 
--both of the University of Nebraska. 
REVIEWS 
~ and People ill the Northern Plains Transition ~ by Howard 
W. Ottoson, Eleanor M. Birch, Philip M. Henderson, and A. H. 
Anderson, Nebraska Press, 1966. Hardbound, $7.95. 
!ctivity, only slightly more inputs in total, say 10 percent, Nebraska's Centennial year is an appropriate time to call atten-
e needed in 1980 compared with 1960. However, the various tion to this carefully-researched book published late last year and 
rces used in production will be affected differently. We will written by Nebraska authors who found that present agricultural 
Lng about the same amount of land. Of course, there will be problems of the Northern Plains Area are rooted largely in the 
,r development of irrigation, which in effect adds more land land policies of the nineteenth centu~y and the resulting waves of 
,op farming. Farming will probably use one-half as many settlement that followed. The book examines a four-state region 
of labor. We will use more machinery. Much larger amounts that encompasses Nebraska, and there is definitive analysis of a 
,tilizers and pesticides will be used. In other words, the pilot-study area in the central part of this state. 
"-mount of capital will have increased, replacing labor. Our It is appropriate also to review the book in this issue of Busi-
,will be 1/2 to 2/3 larger in 1980 than in 1960, and they will, ~ ill Nebraska whi'ch features an article entitled "The Changing 
lrse, be fewer in number. Farm," not only because the topics are related but also because 
.t of the family farm? It has shown great t:conomic vitality Dr. Ottoson, Director of the University Agricultural Experiment 
bility to survive adversity. It is efficient. Of course, we Station and former chairman of the Department of Agricultural 
~pect to see some further development in integrated arrange- Economics, is co-author of both the book and the article. 
" such as we have now in cattle feeding and alfalfa produc- Organized in three major parts, ~!!:lli!. People analyzes the 
)lit the family farm will continue as an important firm struc- historical development, the present situation, and the envisioned 
in a larger, more commercialized form. We will see more future of a region the authors have termed the "transition area." 
nan farms, with some opportunities for specialization of By this they mean the region of economic and physical transition 
Farm operators will have more training; many farmers between the more intensive cornbelt type of agriculture in the east-
ern fringe of the Great Plains and the e xtensive wheat or ranching U II: I V E R SIT Y 
~~~~~--~~--~~--~--~~~--~~~--~ 
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attention is focused upon an area in central Nebraska from which 
rather significant findings have been derived. The autho rs did not 
c onfine themselves to economic analysis, but considered also soci-
ological implications of the shifts in population in the transitio n 
area, and the changes in farm size, income, organization , and effi-
ciency of operation. The effect these changes had on small towns 
is emphasized in this part of the book. 
"An excursion into the future" is the way the authors describe 
the concluding chapters in which they have meticulously analyzed 
feasible adjustments in the transition area. They have taken both 
a near" and a far look and have come up with some pragmatic ideas 
about adjusting community services to future needs. about public 
policy with respect to resource use, and about the farm city as an 
e merging economic center. 
Vo l. 47 Lincoln, Nebr., Se t' tember 18, 1967 
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for many participants - Federal, State, local , and private. Nearly 
Effectively illustrated with statistical tables and a variety of one fourth of towns and cities in the United States have no sewage-
interesting graphics, the book benefits also from an unusually treatment plants at all , and half the existing plants are obsolete . 
detailed table of contents, and has the coveted merit of b e ing high- The cost of curbing pollution of water is tremendous. It has been 
ly readable. ~ ~ People l!! ~ Northern ~ Transition estimated at $40 billion for municipal waste control and anothe r 
~ deserves to be read widely and with thoughtful consideration $40 billion to control industrial wastes. But losses from p o llution 
of future courses of action - those economic and social alterna- already run into billions of dollars each year. Co ntinued delay in 
tives which will so largely determine the rate and nature of eco- taking firm remedial action is time irrevocably lost - and an addi-
nomic development in the next hundred years. tional drain on the Nation ' s e conomy. 
D. S. Under the Water Quality Act of 1965 , which substantially amended 
How Successful Executives ~ People ; 12 Studies on Commun-
ications and Management Skills, Harvard Press, 1966. Paperback. 
Challenging content distinguishes this compilation of studies 
made by persons who have been Harvard Fellows within recent 
and strengthened the basic Water Pollution Control Act of 1956 , 
responsibility for stopping pollution begins with the States. Their 
first task is t o determine the central functio ns of each of their in-
terstate waters. After the rivers are labeled for a particular com-
y e ars. Dynamic color charts and exhibits are u sed generously to plex of uses , the State must draw up codes showing what materials 
enhance the impact of the subject matter of the reports, each of a person could empty into the streams without lowering the quality 
which has relevance to current problems. needed for those functions , 
To list topics of a book is a pedestrian review device, but to The more serious obstacle to compliance is likely to be the lack 
mention a few of them may suffice to reveal the wide-ranging sub- of waste treatment techniques and e quipment. To cope with this 
ject matter: "Listening to People," "Discipline Without Punish- problem, the Federal Water Pollution Control Administration offers 
ment," "Who Are Your Motivated Workers ? ," "The Dynamics of three k inds of assistance programs : 
Subordinacy," "What Killed Bob Lyons ? ," and "The Power to See R esearch and training grants for public agencies and for private 
Ourselves." conservation g roups , institutions and individuals ; 
This is a book to be read both by executives and by subordinates. Demonstration grants to d evelop ne w and better treatment meth-
D. S. ods f o r the many tow ns that have mistakenly combined storm and 
POllUTION PROBLEM YIELDS TO JOINT ATTACK 
Because Nebraska is confronted by serious problems related to 
water pollution, the following article is reprinted by permission 
from Eco nomic Development, Nov .. 1966, u. S. Department of 
Commerce. 
Today the pall of pollution that embraces so many of our rivers, 
lakes and streams is starting to dissipate before the joint efforts 
of government at all levels and private enterprise. The Eco nomic 
Development Administration, while carrying out its main task of 
aiding lagging areas in attracting indust r y , also is involved in the 
battle against water pollution . 
Evidence of the Federal Government's concern for the quality of 
the Nation's water resources exists in the Water Pollution Control 
Act of 1956 and the Water Quality Act of 1965. This latter legisla-
sanitary sewers ; 
Construction grants to municipalities. These grant~ cove r up t o 
30 percent of the project 's cost, not to exceed $1.2 million or $4.8 
million when neighboring communitie s build a combined plant . 
During 1965 , the Economic Develo pment Administration spent 
$136.1 million (5 8.6 percent of its total expe nditure) on public util-
ities . Of this amount, $123.2 million went for water mains o r sew-
er systems , $8.7 million for waste and se wage treatment plants. 
An example of the aid EDA can provide towns in their attack on 
water pollution is its $1,750 ,000 matching grant to Lincoln, New 
Hampshire. 
When a court ordered a l o cal paper manufacturer to stop pollut-
ing dvers in the area, the jobs of 800 workers were threatened . 
It was finally arranged that the company would put up $1 million 
tion autho rizes the Federal Water Pollution Control Administration for initial treatment facilities at the plant, while the town and EDA 
in the U.S. Department of the Interior to see that the States draw would each put up one half of the remaining cost of $3.5 million 
up enforceable standards for the quality of inte rstate lakes and for a secondary sy s tem. The New Hampshire t own will benefit 
streams . from an effective industrial pollution control system , and the 800 
Certainly the size of the pollutio n problem offers plenty of ro om employees at the paper plant will keep their jobs. 
